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As a general rule, intangible property may acquire a business situs, for the purpose of taxation, in a state other than 
that in which the owner is domiciled. 


While some decisions have refused to recognize the existence of a so-called “business situs” changing or interfering with the 
situs of domicile in the absence of statutory provision,' some statutes recognize that intangible property may acquire a 
business situs, for the purpose of taxation, in a state other than that in which the owner is domiciled? if it becomes an integral 
part of some local business.’ 


The term “business situs” is defined as a situs in a place other than the domicile of the owner where such owner through an 
agent, manager, or the like is conducting a business out of which credits or open accounts grow and are used as a part of the 
business of the agency.’ The courts have laid down certain conditions which ordinarily should exist in order that intangibles 
may have a business situs apart from the domicile of the owner.’ Thus, the necessity for some business use of the intangibles 
involved or some authority to manage, control, or deal with them in a business way in the state in which, it is claimed that a 
business situs exists has been asserted or recognized.° A mere temporary presence of the intangible property in question or of 
the evidence thereof for a particular purpose, mere presence for safekeeping,’ or a single or isolated transaction is not 
sufficient.® 


Statutory provisions whereby all intangible personal property having a business situs in the state is taxable and such property 
of a resident having a business situs outside the state is not taxable have been held invalid.’ 


Resident agent of nonresident owner. 
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The rule that intangible property of a nonresident under the management and control of a resident agent may have a taxable 
situs within the state does not apply where the alleged agent does not have the control and management of credits involved, "° 
and the securities are placed in his or her hands merely for convenience or for the purpose of collection and remittance only." 
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